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PROCEED INGS

PRESIDENT CARTER: Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. Welcome to the State Reclamation Board
meeting.

Mr. Punia, would you call the roll.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Jay Punia, General
Manager .

Board Member Teri Rie is not here and Board
Member Rose Marie Burroughs is not here. The rest of the
members are here.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Just for everyone®s
information, Teri Rie called and said that she will not be
able to arrive until 9:30 approximately. And Rose Marie
Burroughs will not be able to attend today at all.

At this time the Board will enter into closed
session to discuss litigation, Natural Resources Defense
Council versus Reclamation Board, case No. 06CS01228,
pursuant to Government Code Section 11126(e)(2)(A).

(Thereupon the Reclamation Board recessed

into closed session at 8:31 a.m.)

(Thereupon a recess was taken.)

(Thereupon the Reclamation Board reconvened

into open session at 9:48 a.m.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: Good morning, ladies and

gentlemen, and welcome to the State Reclamation Board
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meeting.

Let the record reflect that the Board met in
closed session this morning to discuss litigation as
agendized on today®"s agenda. No decisions were made.

Also please note that we currently do not have a
gquorum. One Board member, Teri Rie, will be arriving
shortly. And so we will be delaying Items 3 and 4 until
we have four members of the Board to form our quorum.

So at this point we will move on to Item 5, which
is public comments. And this is the time when we invite
all members of the public -- any members of the public to
address the Board on items that are not agendized for
today. We ask that people limit their comments to five
minutes.

And we also ask that they please fill out these
little 3-by-5 cards so that we know that you -- to
recognize you. These are available through Lorraine here
at the front or also on the table at the back at the
entrance to the auditorium.

So, please, we welcome comments.

The public is free to comment on items that are
agendized today. And we will take those comments as we
address those items during the course of the day.

So with that, do we have -- all the cards 1 ve

got here are on agendized items.
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Is there any member of the public out there that
would like to address the Board on unagendized items?

Seeing none.

Then we will proceed.

We"ll proceed with Item 6, Report of the
Activities of the Department of Water Resources.

Mr. Mayer. Good morning, welcome.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Good
morning, President Carter, members of the Board, general
Manager Punia. 1°m Rod Mayer, Chief of Division of Flood
Management.

I trust that you have a written copy of the
report of activities.

I will skip over the water conditions. Nothing
has change with respect to water conditions.

With respect to the Tisdale Bypass Sediment
Removal Project, the team that"s been working on this
project has succeeded in securing all the permits
necessary for the work to proceed this summer. And 1
think a special thanks goes to members of the team,
especially in Flood Management and the Division of
Environmental Services staff, who have been negotiating
those permit conditions with the resource agencies as well
as the Resources Agency"s staff. Quite a few permits were

secured. It was difficult to secure them all in the time
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4
that was available, but it happened. And it was through a
lot of cooperation.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Would you extend our special
thanks to them for facilitating this process?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: 1
would be glad to.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Yes, please. Thank you very
much and congratulations.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Thank
you.

So on June 1st, Division of Engineering, who"s
also been working very hard on this project, put out a
package for bids for solicitation. And bids are to be
received and opened on June 27th. We expect there will be
several weeks of reviewing the bid packages and making the
selection and then issuing of notice to proceed. So that
notice to proceed is likely to occur in late July.

1°d also like to note that the Division of Flood
Management®s reorganization that will become effective
next month has been approved. This was a substantial
reorganization that"s created new offices. So under this
reorganization, we will have the Continuing Flood Projects
Office, the Hydrology Flood Operations Office, the
Delta-Suisun Marsh Office. And then we are establishing

newly a Flood Maintenance Office, a Levee Repairs and
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Floodplain Management Office. And we®ve been operating
with those two offices during the interim period here now
for nearly a year. And we will also be creating a new
statewide Flood Planning Office.

All told, these new offices, six of them in the
Division, will accommodate 350 positions.

I have a summary for you of the budget
highlights.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Mr. Mayer?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Yes.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1Is there a picture of the new
organization that"s out yet?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Yes, 1
would be glad to provide that to you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. That would be helpful.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: With
respect to the budget, the Department of Water Resources
flood management budget, at this point in the Legislature,
is requesting $876 million for fiscal year "07-"08;
essentially about ten times what our normal budget is.
And it would also request 110 positions. That would get
us to the 350 positions that are in the approved
reorganization.

Most of the budget is in Conference Committee at

this point. Several of the capital outlay items for
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specific capital outlay projects under the Board®"s
authority have been approved and are not in conference.
But other than that, most of the budget is in conference
while various policy issues are being debated between the
Senate and the Assembly. And I don"t think there®s much
debate over the amounts of funding. There"s some minor
things with respect to funding, but very minor. Most of
it has to do with policy and what"s the direction the
Department wants to go with respect to what the Senate and
the Assembly want to see. We think we can work through
those issues. There are working groups that have been set
up to help the Conference Committee. And the Department
of Finance and Department of Water Resources have been
helping in the work groups.

I also want to touch upon the Lower Feather
Floodplain Mapping Study. And just note that for the Yuba
County portion of the study, the DWR had floodplains that
were developed that considered breaks on a number of
levees protecting the area. But as you well know, there
have been many improvements since those floodplain maps
were submitted to FEMA in 2005. And Three Rivers is to be
commended for the work they®ve been doing. Consequently,
the Corps has certified many of the levees that otherwise
would be contributing to the flooding in floodplain

mapping study.
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The only levee really that remains that"s
significant that would contribute would be the Feather
River levee. And as a result, it is still justified that
there would be a significant floodplains in the area in
Yuba County in the Plumas Lakes RD 784 area. It"s not
clear exactly though how FEMA is going to incorporate that
information and make the adjustments and show the
floodplains. We do suspect to the extent they do put out
a map, it would be an approximate map, not a detailed,
because 1 don"t think they"re comfortable with the detail
study that"s been done by DWR.

FEMA works on a county-wide basis. And their
intention is to incorporate whatever map that they"d have
for the area into a county-wide map. We don®"t have a
schedule other than federal fiscal year 2008 for that map
issue. And that would be a preliminary map for the
county.

With respect to the Sutter County map, which
shows the area south of Yuba City flooding, FEMA will be
issuing an approximate preliminary map. There haven™t
been any significant levee improvements in the area, so
it"s quite a different context than on the other side of
the river.

There has been no date set by FEMA yet though as

to when they will put out a preliminary approximate map
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for that area.

1"d like to talk a little bit about the erosion
site repairs. Most of this summer®s work will be focused
on placement of soil and plants for on-site completion of
structural repairs and mitigation activities. And 99
sites have their initial structural repairs completed at
this point. There are 5 of the 104 sites that do not have
their initial structural repairs done:

Two of those are on Cache Creek where we"re in
design for setback levees.

One of them®"s on Butte Creek where our Sutter
Maintenance Yard originally was going to do the job. And
after getting into it, they realized it was a little bit
bigger than they could handle. And so we"ve had to
backtrack and take it over and do it through contract
rather than through yard forces.

RD 1602 down near Patterson where the Corps of
Engineers has expanded the site to incorporate more
seepage and boil problems than originally envisioned. And
so that"s delayed that work.

And, finally, RD 1500 where to connect an
irrigation canal and drainage canal, it needs to be
dewatered late in the summer or early fall for a couple of
weeks for the construction to occur.

Another important development is that recently
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the Corps has received approval to repair 161 what are
called Order 3, 4, 5 sites under Public Law 84-99. You
may recall that DWR and the Corps have cooperated on the
Order 1 and Order 2 sites. These were the most critically
damaged sites, and we believe they met the requirements of
critical damage and were similar to air sites and
qualified for emergency repair under the executive orders
from the Governor.

Orders 3, 4, and 5 are less damaged. Order 5,
very minor damage, for instance. So none of these are
critical. However, they are qualified for repair under
the Public Law 84-99 program. And the Corps lacked
funding. DWR chose to defer any work on those, waiting
for federal funding, because they®re weren"t critical.

And it appears that the Corps may in the next few weeks
receive about $40 million to begin work on these 161
sites. Their original cost estimate for repairing those
sites was a little over 90 million. But they"re now
thinking that they could get a lot of the sites, maybe all
of them, done for 40 million. That remains to be seen.

So we"re now beginning a new push on all these
new sites, cooperating with the Corps of Engineers to
provide the borrow sites, which is a state responsibility.
Coordinate with the local agencies, review designs, and

secure all the lands that the Corps identified that they
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10
needed to perform the repairs.

The next topic 1 want to cover is the urban levee
evaluations program. We recently had the fifth meeting of
the independent consulting board. That meeting ended
yesterday.

A key result of that meeting has been some
rethinking of that 0.4 exit gradient that | spoke to you
about last month as being a fundamental design parameter
for underseepage that may control a lot of the designs and
cost of work for improving the system.

The rethinking is now that the Board thinks it"s
appropriate to use that 0.4 exit gradient only for looking
at the 100-year event, not for any larger events, and that
it"s not a requirement but rather something that should
Just be evaluated.

What they"re thinking now is .05 is the
appropriate gradient to use. And we also believe that"s
consistent with where the Corps has been and where the
Corps is going. There"s been a lot of uncertainty in what
the Corps is thinking on exit gradients. But the latest
thinking is that 0.5 is where they"re at and where they“re
likely to stay.

So the Board recommended using 0.5 to be
consistent with the Corps and to put the water at the top

of the levee and evaluate the seepage. And for that
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11
situation, if it"s -- if the exit gradient is less than .5
you"re okay. If it"s not, then you need to do some
underseepage remediation. They would do that for every
event up to the 500-year event.

For any event -- if the top of the levee can hold
greater than a 500-year water surface, then they would
relax the seepage exit gradient to .6.

I think there®s more work to do on this with the
Board. And 1 think we need to have further discussion at
the next meeting of the Board to refine exactly what
they"re talking about, how they would recommend deriving
these various frequency water surfaces, and how risk and
uncertainty will relate to those calculations.

But I think we"re making progress. And there-s
been a lot of rethinking on this one.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Mr. Mayer, so that the
existing standard is the 0.5 gradient?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: That"s
correct.

PRESIDENT CARTER: So we"re not changing the past
policy, past practice of the state or the Corps?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: 1
think that"s true with respect to the exit gradient
number. With respect to what water surface one uses to

calculate it, I"m not so certain we can say that isn"t
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12
changing. 1 think that is an area that is evolving, and
it"s important. That water surface, as you change it, has
a very large impact on the calculations and what exit
gradients you get.

So 1 think there is one conservatism in the
analysis now than what may have been several years ago, as
a result of the water surface, not the exit gradient.

PRESIDENT CARTER: So what -- and you said that
they would be using the 0.4 only for 100 year. For what
purpose?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: They
thought that one should do a check and just make sure that
you don"t have, say, a .45 or .48 exit gradient for the
100-year water surface. | think what we find is based
upon having 200-year designs and probably some
conservatism in the water surface that one uses for that
200-year event, that that is going to be the controlling
factor. And I think the Board raised that as well. And
that this independent check on the .4 for the 100-year
water surface really isn"t going to come into play very
often.

PRESIDENT CARTER: But the existing standard was
0.5 regardless of the flood event; is that correct?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER:

Correct.
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PRESIDENT CARTER: So are we saying that for a
100-year the standard is going to be 0.47?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: No --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Are we putting another layer
of policy in here or what --

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: 1
think there is another layer. But what they -- they
didn"t say it"s a standard. They said they would like us
to do a check. They didn"t say exactly what to do if it
doesn®"t check. Although they did mention that one of the
options is get more geotechnical information so you have a
little bit more confidence about what you®"re dealing with.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Has there been any kind of
public vetting of this discussion and are there plans to
do that before DWR establishes a standard that they"re
going to apply for project devaluation?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: 1
would say the Board meetings themselves are semi-public in
that the various --

PRESIDENT CARTER: You"re talking about the
independent consulting board?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER:

Correct. The independent consulting board
meetings are semi-public in that not only is DWR there and

the Corps staff there, but also many of the urban areas,
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14
their engineers participate in these meetings as well. So
they have an opportunity to hear the discussions and even
feed into the dialogue.

So there®s no secret here. All of these are very
open discussions.

In terms of having public meetings about it, 1
don"t think we have a plan to do that, other than through
the various workshops that we have with the various urban
areas, and a little later on it will be the rural areas.

In the report that 1 provided to you there"s a
discussion of the workshops that occurred in May, for
instance. And those workshops are continuing. So we do
have lengthy workshops with all these different areas,
discussing this issue as well as many others.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. | think it"s important
that the public have the opportunity to participate in the
process and express their views.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Sure.
Agreed.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Rod, correct me if I™m
wrong, but it seems to me that the significant change that
comes here is we"re now designing levees so that at least
for underseepage we would say that it"s our expectation
that the levee would overtop without failing.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: You
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hit the nail on the head.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Okay. And I"m not sure
what that means. 1°m sitting here trying to think what
kind of problems that"s going to raise. But it seems to
me it"s the right direction. Are you going to do the same
thing on levee stability?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: I
don"t think there®s been a discussion about levee
stability. Although that"s normally not been the issue
unless you have significant through-seepage problems. And
there has been discussion about through-seepage. | can"t
tell you what the water surface -- the requirement for
that, however.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: And let me go back to
the point 5. |If the selected fix is a seepage berm, there
was a time when the thinking was at 300 feet it didn"t
make sense to go any further. Do you know if that"s
changing?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: 1
don"t think that"s changing.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Okay. That means a lot
of 300-foot seepage berms though. That®"s my reaction.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER:

Probably more than we originally thought.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Thank you.
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DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: One
other topic | wanted to cover on the levee evaluations is
that we also had opportunity to use some of the
information that we"ve developed as a result of the
drilling program in Reclamation District 17 in the area.

Reclamation District 17 and Stockton and the
county officials recently asked us if we would -- if DWR
would support their application for preliminary accredited
levees, the PAL program, which you®"ll be hearing about
later today, so 1 don"t want to get into that too much.

And DWR"s response was, "We"re not comfortable
signing such a document unless we"ve got some geotechnical
evidence that supports that it"s appropriate. And we"ve
recently acquired a lot of drilling information in the
area. So what we"d like to do is look at a couple of the
areas that are of most concern to us for underseepage and
do some calculations. And when we do those calculations,
if they reveal that underseepage doesn®"t appear to be a
problem, then we have a basis to move forward and perhaps
support the application.”

So, we had our consultant, URS, and they actually
asked a subconsultant, Fugro & McClellan, to do the
underseepage calculations at two of the areas of most
concern to us as a result of the drilling. And the

underseepage calculations turned out in the range of 0.6
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to 0.9, the exit gradient. That"s of great concern to us.

As a result we"ve informed Reclamation District
17 and the area officials recently that DWR could not
support that PAL application on the basis of having
significant underseepage concerns. And we"ll be writing a
letter to follow up for this investigation that we did.

Finally, 1°d like to just mention that in late
May, DWR received the Administration®s approval to begin
discussions with interested legislators on the
Administration®s flood management legislative proposal
concepts. And 1 don"t have copies with me now, but 1 do
have a summary package, it"s a few pages long, that 1 can
provide you later today. And I°d be glad to do that.

Then you could see what the general topics are iIn the
proposed concepts.

They cover -- the concepts or topics are public
safety, urban area protection, development in areas with
substantial risk of deep flooding, development of a new
state plan of flood control, directing DWR to develop cost
sharing rules for bond funds for levee and flood control
repairs and improvement projects in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin valleys, the development of a flood risk
notification program, liability, flood insurance, as well
as exemptions from Public Works Board review and approval

and Administrative Procedures Act for Proposition 180
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grant programs.

So 1°d be glad to provide that package to you a
little bit later today. I"m having copies made now.

Are there any questions of me?

PRESIDENT CARTER: This is an updated version of
the package that the Sacramento Bee had?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: This
would be the same package that the Sacramento Bee had.

(Laughter.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: That one that was marked
"confidential” and "internal™ and --

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: That"s
right.

PRESIDENT CARTER: -- '"top secret'?

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: And
once we hand it out to the Legislature though, we lose a
little control.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1 understand.

Yeah, we"d love to receive copies of that
package. That would be of great interest to us.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Okay.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Mr. Mayer?

Very good.

Thank you very much.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: You“re
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welcome.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Move on to Item 7, Three
Rivers Levee Improvement Authority Monthly Report.

Good morning, Mr. Brunner. Welcome.

MR. BRUNNER: Good morning, President Carter,
members of the board. 1°m Paul Brunner, the Executive
Director of Three Rivers.

You all should have the monthly report that we
turned in. And for brevity, | wasn"t going to go through
the report in detail, and, in fact, just really ask for
questions.

I do want to thank you all for the meeting that
we had just a week ago, a special meeting for Three
Rivers, and the permit that was issued for segments 1 and
3. We do anticipate doing the award for at least through
segment 3 in around the mid-July time period. So that
will work out really well for us. Thank you.

1"d also like to report that we still do not have
word from DWR on Prop 180 funds. Hopefully that will be
coming very soon, perhaps next week, on that issue. So as
soon as that happens we will let you know and -- as we
work through that.

With that, I"11 hope for questions and ask if
there are any questions from our monthly report.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Mr. Brunner
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from the Board or staff?

Lady Bug, Did you have something?

SECRETARY DOHERTY: No, I wanted to ask about --
you"re moving some poles or something somewhere, aren®t
you?

MR. BRUNNER: Yes, we are. There was an
encroachment permit that we had for -- on the Yuba River
in the seepage berm by the detention basin that we had
talked about at great length for. The encroachment permit
was issued and it was issued through PG&E. We"re working
with PG&E to make that relocation happen.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: And so then who is going to
be checking on the compaction when you"re finished?

MR. BRUNNER: Three Rivers will.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Three Rivers will check on
it. Okay.

And on Item 4 -- the Phase 4, how do pronounce
that? Piezometer?

MR. BRUNNER: Piezometer.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Yeah. How many of those do
you have to put in there?

MR. BRUNNER: It"s dependent on each site, with
the effort. |1 think it ranges in four or five per site.
We will build on that and get back to you if you™d like to

have us --
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SECRETARY DOHERTY: Well, 1"m just curious. So
then is it transmitted -- is It recorded within it? Is it
transmitted to you somewhere, this measuring of the
pressure?

MR. BRUNNER: Well, actually what happens there
in the piezometers is that they do measurements in the
field, and they"re just measuring water elevation for
difference. And they get the pressure from that what the
head is. And so -- there®s not an electronic readout.
It"s just a measurement.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: All right. | was just
curious about that. All right.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Anything else for Mr. Brunner?

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: On the question of
piezometers, you know, they provide data that would let us
look at the before and after. |If we get them in before
and we get a high water event, gradients which could
confirm or show design is not as good as we think. So
there"s a tendency to put them in, but then the data never
gets collected and used. And this goes back to the issue
I raised about whether or not we"ve ever evaluated how
effective a slurry wall is.

So every time we talk about piezometers or slurry
walls, I"m going to ask the same question again: Does

anybody know, have we ever evaluated one and determined
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how effective it is? And the answer is no. And Thank

you.

(Laughter.)

MR. BRUNNER: All right. The requirement to put
those in was from -- with the Corps through certification

that we put those in. So we are putting them in.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Nothing else. Thank
you very much.

MR. BRUNNER: Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: We do have a few members of
the public that wanted to comment on this item.

Mr. Naylor.

MR. NAYLOR: Good morning. Thank you, Mr.
President and Vice-President and members, for the
opportunity to comment. My name is Robert Naylor. This
is just a brief follow-up on last week"s very appreciated
and very extensive hearing on the alignment issue and an
issue of timing.

Just to review the bidding on this, to refresh
the Board"s recollection, when we First communicated with
you | think in April we were talking about preferring one
of the intermediate setback alternatives. When we met
with the Department of Water Resources, it was suggested
that we consider merely a movement of a few hundred feet

west from the adopted alignment. And that"s what we
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advocated last week. And you saw all kinds of maps. You
got hard copies. You saw a very nice presentation.

And we"ve learned a lot from those maps with
respect to the issue of soil types and timing. Looking at
the maps, kind of reviewing the testimony, it appears that
close to half of the proposed setback alignment is along
the QA soil. And we"re proposing a modest expansion of QA
soil. Although we don*t really know because we don"t know
where the boundary is for sure until we do the soils
sampling that the Vice-President suggested was necessary
to give people a comfort level. And we favor that. And
we didn"t hear anything about whether TRLIA is actually
going to go forward with that or not. And we urge that if
you do go forward with that, that TRLIA go forward with
testing the soils at 150, 300, and 450 foot intervals west
of the proposed alignment only in the vicinity of the
small family farms that we kind of outlined in our map
last week.

The other thing we learned from the maps is that
about 1.8 miles of the northern end of the levee would not
be affected at all by any change design as a result of
moving the alignment west by a few hundred feet -- up to a
few hundred feet in the neighborhood of the small family
farms. That suggests that design and construction can get

started while the soil sampling takes place and while the
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redesign takes place.

There are already going to be delays, as Mr. Rice
will point out, as a result of eminent domain delays.
There"s a 60- to 90-day statutory notification right
that"s built into the statute. So -- built-in to the
eminent domain process. So the actual acquisition of
lands in order to enter upon them in order to begin
construction is not going to happen until at least 90 days
from now. In fact, the update shows that a couple of
resolutions of necessity are going to be considered at the
June 19th meeting of TRLIA. So now we"re talking
September, October before the first lands are acquired.
And, by the way, that process has not begun in the central
part of the levee, the area that we"re talking about.

So we just don"t think that there"s an excuse for
not at least taking those soil samples and seeing if
there"s really any additional risk created as a result of
moving the boundary west.

The other factor 1 just wanted to underscore
that -- 1t was in my letter -- is that the existing levee
is not planned to be removed until 2009. So the
construction schedule can continue through the winter of
2009. And that would be consistent with the goals set by
this Board and by TRLIA.

Finally, let me just say on the issue of the
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value of agriculture -- 1 mean this is maybe beating a
dead horse. But we just don"t think that there was an
adequate explanation last week of not taking into account
what"s happening to these small family farms in terms of
the drastic impact versus whatever trade-off there is with
a minor increase in QA soil.

A hundred thousand acres a year of agricultural
land is being lost in California now. Twelve million
people will be living in the central -- the great Central
Valley by 2040. The vast majority of farms in California
are family farms. In that context, and given the value of
having agriculture next to a levee, both aesthetic and in
terms of levee protection, we just do not see why there®s
such a cavalier effort to put small family farms out of
business when it"s easily avoidable. And we urge this
Board to take that into account.

Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Thank you.

Any questions for Mr. Naylor?

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Rice.

MR. RICE: Mrs. Rice is going to speak.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Mrs. Rice.

MRS. RICE: Jeanette Rice, Rice River Ranch.

In support of what Mr. Naylor just presented, I

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26
have documentation for the Board for the three family
farms demonstrating the poor evaluations and behaviors of
TRLIA and their agents, BRI, Bender Rosenthal.

I1"m not going to read through a laundry here.
Rather, 1°m providing this to the Board to show a
consistent pattern in how the valuable farming families
are being treated. As you look through this material, you
will see for yourselves that a better approach is needed.

I urge the Board to direct TRLIA to work with us
towards a better decision to preserve more of the
community and the family farms and to provide just and
full compensation.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Mrs. Rice?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Rice.

MR. RICE: Thomas Rice, Rice River Ranch. Thank
you, ladies and gentlemen. I1"11 try again to keep my
comments concise.

I think one thing we are all very well agreed on
here is we need to fix the levee and we need to do so in a
timely manner. And we think the best way to do this is
with a cooperative and collaborative manner, that respects
the community, its value, and its contributions. Having

to work In a adversarial manner is not only distasteful;
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it"s risking both our schedules and costs here.

As Mr. Naylor mentioned, as the agenda for the
upcoming June 19 TRLIA meeting shows, they are about to
begin the eminent domain process for another two parcels
starting with resolutions of necessity. By my count
through their meeting the minutes, this is at least five
of these processes started already. How many more are we
going to have, 10, 20, 30? We don"t need to be involved
in this degree of litigation. We need TRLIA on track
building a levee where its designed to serve the
community, not having to spend their time in litigation
and court with contentious acquisition cases.

And the risk to the schedule here is really real,
as Mr. Naylor noted. One adds in the timelines as a
safeguard of the eminent domain process. You can have up
to 128 -- or, excuse me -- 120 days of delay. You"ve got
90 days for an initial requirement minimum for a hearing
for farm property; and even if that hearing goes totally
in favor of the acquisition, another 30 days before
transfer and possession.

For things starting today we"re talking late
October. We"re talking four months® delay if we"re going
to keep doing this in a contentious fashion. That"s not
the best way for the people who are on farms and not the

best way to build the levee. We need to work
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cooperatively.

And claiming there"s not time to fix the design,
to better serve the community, to do these analyses, to
verify that we can do so, and instead potentially adding
even longer delays due to not being able to reach
agreements, ladies and gentlemen, we"re being penny-wise
and pound-foolish. We need to work together better. We
all want the levees Tixed. We want this done properly.

We live there. We"ve been hit by events before. We want
it done right.

But what I"m asking here is the same thing I"ve
been asking from the start in all my attempts to work with
the different individuals and agency here, and as I
documented my chronology, 1 want us to be able to work
together to deliver an appropriate balance that respects
and meets the values of the community and works to
preserve that community. And I would like to ask the
Board in how it directs its staff and what it permits or
denies to search really -- these unnecessary conflicts, to
provide improved designs and more appropriate evaluations.
This is not only the right approach. 1t"s most likely
going to be the quicker approach as well.

Thank you.

Any questions for Mr. Rice?

Thank you. Appreciate your comments.
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Mr. Foley.

MR. FOLEY: Good morning, Chairman Carter and the
Board. 1°d just like to raise the issue again that the
levees up there are state-owned project levees. The state
has been acting as though the Paterno decision didn"t
happen. The Rec Board, DWR well know that the Feather
River left bank has very serious problems. The levee
reach in the state project levees that fail to perform to
design standards due to foreseeable defects are immediate
Paterno.

The Rec Board is entrusted to ensure the
integrity of the system. DWR should understand better
than anyone what the Paterno decision meant. DWR"s still
running around as though Paterno did not establish state
responsibility. That is highly irresponsible on DWR"s
part.

The Rec Board is the state agency in charge of
the state system iIn cooperation with the Army Corps and
DWR. It is a -- comes up -- it raises the issue that the
state project levees -- what does the local agency have to
do with the state project levees? Why are local agencies
designing state project levees, and financing for that
matter?

The Rec Board is allowing local flood control

agencies to haphazardly design our state system. That
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could be a very costly mistake time-wise.

The Legislative Analyst®s Office, LAO, recommends
on the DWR capital outlay projects that there be oversight
over the monies -- the 1E monies. And DWR is recommending
The Reclamation Board be that agency. Then there”s
question in the Legislature whether The Rec Board has
enough separation from DWR, meaning are they acting as a
board.

After Paterno, the public has a very reasonable
expectation of stronger, much more throughout The Rec
Board. The Board has responsibilities. The California
Air Resources Board sets world standards. This Rec Board
is not setting high standards.

California state -- at the state level
California®s vast resources can be better put to use to
prevent catastrophic flooding in Central Valley. And I"d
also like to mention, since | heard this morning, that
that is a very positive, strong action that DWR took out
in Lathrop. There®ll be tremendous development through
Lathrop and elsewhere to let these things go by. And
that"s exactly what The Rec Board and DWR need to be
doing.

The only thing DWR has is resources to get these
tests done. And then when they -- 1 mean that"s excellent

work. And we said, no, we know now the levee"s not good,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



31
no dents to repair. But people at the local level do not
care to develop interests what shows -- those levees show.

They just want to keep on building. And DWR took a strong

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

stand there. And The Rec Board needs to do the same
thing.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Thank you.

Any questions for Mr. Foley?

Thank you very much.

Okay. At this time our next item is the consent

calendar, which we cannot take any action on due to a lack

of a quorum.

What 1 propose is that we take a ten-minute
recess, and hopefully our fourth member will arrive. So
we"ll reconvene here in ten minutes, 10:40.

(Thereupon a recess was taken.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: Ladies and gentlemen, if we
could go ahead and take our seats please, we"ll continue
with our meeting.

Now that we do have a quorum of the Board, 1-°d
like to return to Item 3 on our agenda, approval of the
minutes, March 14th; our workshop, March 16th; and March
22nd the Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority
Subcommittee meeting.

So are there any changes to any one of those
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minutes? | notice there was a date on The Reclamation
Board workshop. The date shows March 14th, 2006. That
should be 2007.

Were there any other changes to any of those
minutes?

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Just a comment. The
subcommittee minutes should be approved by the members of
the subcommittee only. When we are talking the votes,
it"s only the members of the subcommittee should vote on
those.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. So in light of that
what we"ll do is we"ll entertain a motion to approve the
minutes from March 14th workshop and the March 16th Board
meeting and then a separate motion for the subcommittee
meeting minutes.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: That"s correct.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Then I make a motion that we
approve the two, not the subcommittee, minutes as mailed
with the correction. That correction was for the other
one. No, that was for this one.

PRESIDENT CARTER: That was for the March 14th.

Okay. So there®s a motion on the table to
approve March 14 workshop and March 16 Board meeting
minutes.

Is there a second?
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VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Second.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Okay. Any discussion?

All those in favor indicate by saying aye.

(Ayes.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: And opposed?

Motion carries.

And now the March 22nd minutes for the Three
Rivers Levee Improvement Authority Subcommittee.

Is there a motion to approve?

SECRETARY DOHERTY: 1 will make a motion that we
approve those minutes as mailed.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Any second?

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Second.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Very good.

Any discussion?

All of those subcommittee members in favor of
that indicate by saying aye.

(Ayes.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: And opposed?

So there are three ayes, and those minutes are
approved.

Next is Item 4, approval of the agenda.

Are there any suggested changes to the agenda?
I*m aware of one, specifically Item 9B. At the request of

the applicant, that will be an informational discussion.
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We will hold it in the same order as is published on the
agenda, but there is no action to be taken on that at this
point due to the fact that the applicants are not ready at
this time. But this will be good preparation for Board
action hopefully at our next meeting.

Are there any other changes?

It should be noted that on Item 9C and 10 the
Board did not receive the packages on that until Wednesday
evening. Those are -- that"s probably not enough time for
us to review those. There are several of us that haven™t
had a chance to review those. We may or may not take
action on those items, but we will hear those items as
well.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Those are items what, 9 and
10, did you say?

PRESIDENT CARTER: 9C and Item 10.

We need more time. And the Board will I think in
the future be considering a policy that establishes a
deadline for items to be submitted to the Board before
action will be taken.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: We ought to discuss
that when we do the next agenda.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Yes. And we will be
discussing that later on in the meeting.

So any other changes to today"s agenda?
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agenda.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: 1 make a motion that we
approve the agenda with the alterations stated.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Is there a second?

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Second.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. All those in favor
indicate by saying aye.

(Ayes.)

PRESIDENT CARTER: And opposed?

Okay. Very good.

Now, we"ll move on to Item -- let"s see, we"re
going to move to Item 9. The consent calendar is not
timed. We"ll go ahead and -- since we"re behind, we"ll
try and move on with our timed items.

So, Item 9A, the Yuba River Basin Project.

Ms. Mullin.

This is an item, consider approval of letter to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers requesting credit under
Section 104 of Public Law 99-662 for flood improvements
within Segment 2, commonly referred to as the Feather
River setback, of the project area.

MS. MULLIN: 1 think we"re having some technical

difficulties.

35

PRESIDENT CARTER: If anybody has any items that
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they want to put on the system, we"d appreciate it if
they"d do that during the breaks and get them all cued so
that when we come to these items, we can move through them
quickly.

MS. MULLIN: Well, it was actually from the
computer this morning. But the computer shut itself off.
(Thereupon an overhead presentation was

Presented as follows.)

MS. MULLIN: Okay. Good morning, members of the
Board, President Carter. My name®s Erin Mullin. 1I"m a
project manager with The Reclamation Board.

Today 1"m here to discuss The Reclamation Board®s
Yuba River Basin Project and their local sponsors
application for Section 104 credit.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: The Yuba River Basin Project is
located in Yuba County north of here. It is bordered to
the north by the Marysville ring levee and the Yuba River,
the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal to the east, and the
Feather River to the west and Bear River to the south.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: This is a picture of a watershed

that contributes to this basin.
--000--

MS. MULLIN: The history of this project is this
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area has had a -- kind of a had a unfortunate history of
major floods with catastrophic damage and loss of life.
The area suffered floods in 1950, 1955, 1964, 1986, and
1997. So approximately every 10 years.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: The initial study began in the
1990s. We signed the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement
in 1991. The project was federally authorized in WRDA in
1999. A design agreement was signed with The Reclamation
Board in June of 2000. We received state authorization in
September of 2000 and a general reevaluation report began
in 2004 because of cost increases and underseepage
concerns.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: Currently the study is focusing on
three alternatives. The first one would be a fix-in-place
alternative where the levees would be strengthened and in
place.

The second alternative is fix in place along the
Yuba and Marysville ring levee and the Western Pacific
interceptor Canal, fix in place along the Bear, and a
setback along the Feather River. In the slide you can see
the current alignment of the Feather River levee and the
setback alignment.

The third alternative would be fix in place for
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all the levees except for the Feather River setback and
the Bear River setback.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: In your package you will find a copy
of the letter sent by Yuba County Water Agency requesting
that we forward their application for Section 104 credit
to the Army Corps of Engineers for the setback levee along
the Feather River, also known as Segment 2.

The setback levee is currently being studied as
one of the alternatives in the Yuba River Basin GRR. And
the setback levee is included in the federally authorized
project.

The Reclamation Board and Yuba County Water
Agency may be eligible for federal credits for doing this
work .

And 1 would like to introduce Curt Aikens, the
General Manager of Yuba County Water Agency, your local
partner in this project.

MR. AIKENS: Thank you, Erin.

I"m here just to make the request that The
Reclamation Board forward this on to the Corps for their
analysis. What this really does is there"s a significant
amount of money being proposed from local and the state
perspective of moving this project forward. With this

Section 104 letter all it does is create the eligibility
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to get credit in the future.

A previous slide that Erin showed was the Yuba
Basin Study Area. And our focus from a local perspective
and a state perspective is to use credits from the
advanced construction to apply to the Marysville ring
levee and use that as the funding source for the
Marysville ring levee. So what we"re really talking about
here is obtaining money to move the Marysville ring levee
forward and that construction project. All this does is
create eligibility for that. The Corps still has to
complete their study and then they have to analyze and say
whether this is the way they would have done it. And if
it was the way they would have done it, how much money
would they have spent? And then that®s the amount that
would be accredited -- or available for credit for a
future portion of the project.

And so our request from a local basis is that you
approve the letter going forward for the Corps to make
their analysis of our request.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: May I ask you a question?

MR. AIKENS: Sure.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: You"re saying a ring levee.
Which levee are you referring to?

MR. AIKENS: I"m referring to the eight miles of

levee that ring around or circle around the City of
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Marysville. The City of Marysville is about a population
of 12,000 people. It"s a fTairly small area. And the Yuba
Basin Project that"s under study by the Corps comprises of
both the southern portion, which is Reclamation District
784, and the northern area, which is the Marysville ring
levee.

So if you look at the series of red dots, that"s
the Marysville ring levee. And so the theory here is if
you do advanced construction on a project, that is money
that is potentially credited towards another portion of
the project from the federal budget. And so that"s all
we"re asking to do, is create that eligibility for this to
move forward. And it"s important both from a state and
local perspective is because we"re the entities that are
putting the money into the advanced work on the project,
and that would make that money eligible for funding the
Marysville ring levee portion.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any further questions for Ms.
Mullin or Mr. Aikens?

Did you want to continue?

MS. MULLIN: Yeah, I just want to summarize.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: Okay. In summary, The Reclamation

Board is currently partnering with the Army Corps of

Engineers and Yuba County Water Agency for the Yuba River
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Basin GRR. The Feather River setback levee is one of the
alternatives that is currently being studied under this
GRR. Forwarding the 104 application would enable The
Reclamation Board along with Yuba County WATER agency to
be eligible for federal credits if it is adopted as part
of this project.

--000--

MS. MULLIN: Our requested Board action is that
you delegate authority to the General Manager to sign the
letter forwarding Yuba County Water Agency"s request For
section 104 credit.

Are there any questions?

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Ms. Mullin?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Aikens, I do have a card. Did you have
anything else to add?

MR. AIKENS: No, I don"t.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Mr. Mayer.

DIVISION OF FLOOD MANAGEMENT CHIEF MAYER: Thank
you. 111 be very brief.

For the reasons that you®"ve heard and also
because Proposition 1E very clearly requires the state do
everything it can to maximize federal cost sharing on
projects, the Department of Water Resources believes it"s

very appropriate for the Board to proceed on this
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application and request that the Corps of Engineers
provide Section 104 credit to the extent that DWR and the
Board were to approve a project in the future consistent
with this. And that is not a done deal from the
Departments perspective or from the Board"s perspective.
We understand that. However, because of timing, we think
it"s prudent to proceed now In order to maximize
eligibility for crediting.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Mr. Mayer?

Okay. Very good.

Mr. Eres.

MR. ERES: Good morning. Tom Eres representing
Hofman Ranch. | addressed this issue once before. 1 see
it"s before you again. And my arguments are the same.
It"s still putting the cart before the horse. There"s
some sort of a notion that there"s a time sensitivity to
get this letter in now in order to get it in the
processing. However, it presupposes, as the letter has
stated, that there®s already been an approval, if not in
principle, in fact for purposes of a full setback levee,
which there has been.

The notion that somehow the Yuba County Water
Agency is now a new member into this whole discussion of
what Three Rivers Levee Improvement has been doing is odd.

They®"ve only shown up in terms of this attempt to get this
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letter relatively recently. What money they"ve been
putting into this project, perhaps in loans and grants,
I"m not sure. But the reality of, 1 was told and our
clients believe, this is a Three Rivers Levee Improvement
Authority JPA project.

Yuba County Water Agency could have been a part
of Three Rivers. Chose not to be. So how they are trying
to get the benefit of something that a JPA is doing in
order to I guess get some sort of a credit of funds to the
state is unclear to the public generally.

And, again, | get to the point now where I™"m
hearing this morning some apple-and-oranges discussion
about a ring levee in Marysville somehow being connected
to what we like to call the ring levee of Plumas Lakes
Specific Plan Area.

Now, what are we talking about here in terms of
what credit is being requested for advanced funding to do
what? Again, those of us who are simply are trying to
read what has been presented to us, it"s unclear. The
March letter from Yuba County Water Agency In my view is
nothing more than an attempt to put a saddle on to Three
Rivers. And 1"m not sure how they do that. There may be
logical answers for that, but it doesn"t make any sense
from my standpoint.

So, again, it seems to me that at the end of the
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day by trying to move this thing before The Reclamation
Board has chosen whether or not a setback levee or an
intermediate setback levee or a modified intermediate
setback levee or a strengthening in place has been decided
is premature. There has been no showing, certainly not
this morning and neither before, that there®s exigent time
circumstance in order to try to push this letter through.
It may be that they can make a case that there®s some
exigent circumstance, but certainly it has not been made
yet.

So my recommendation is the letter wait until
such time as this Board has taken up the full Three Rivers
Levee Improvement Authority request, and you choose, you
decide which one of the strengthen-in-place, intermediate,
intermediate plus or minus, or a full setback levee has
been decided upon.

Thank you.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Mr. Aikens, somewhere in
reading the history of the Three Rivers Levee Improvement
Association, the Yuba County Water Agency was a portion of
that, and then they withdrew. Why did you withdraw?

MR. AIKENS: We were never a portion of --
formally of Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority.
There were discussions going forward about who should be

the appropriate partners in that organization. And the
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decision was made not to go forward.

To answer the question of how we"re linked to
this project, that is, back in the late eighties we
requested, with the help of DWR, to have a reconnaissance
study to see if there was a federal interest in a federal
project for improving the levees in Yuba County,
specifically in the 784 and Marysville ring levee. That
was indeed shown to show -- or that reconnaissance study
showed there was a federal interest.

The next step is to do a feasibility study. And
a feasibility study, there®s three partners in it:

There®s the Corps; there"s a state partner, which is DWR,
The Rec Board; and then there"s a third partner, there"s
the local partner. And Yuba County Water Agency is the
official local partner. We"ve signed a project -- a local
project cooperation agreement with the State of
California. We are paying the local portion of the fees
for moving this study forward.

And so therefore we are the responsible local
party to make this Section 104 request. It has no bearing
on whether Three Rivers project goes forward with a
setback or not. It simply says if this project does go
forward as a setback. Doesn"t set any precedence or
anything for that. It just makes -- it asks for if money

is spent on it and that is what the Corps does see as a
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preferred alternative, it makes that money eligible for
credit for a future portion of the job.

And the job, as I see it, is both the 784 levees
and the Marysville ring levee. And what we"re looking for
is, because of the advanced payments that have been made
on a local basis and a state basis, is that simply we
create the eligibility for any advanced work to be
credited towards the Marysville ring levee.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Now, before today 1 had not
heard the expression "ring levee™. So if | were to come
across the bridge from Yuba city into Marysville on
Highway 20 and I head out towards Browns Valley, out in
that direction, would 1 expect -- eventually is there a
plan for a levee to be out there that would go across all
those fields --

MR. AIKENS: This is an existing --

SECRETARY DOHERTY: -- on the north side of the
city?

MR. AIKENS: This is an existing levee that
exists now. It is part of the state project levees. It

is a levee that is currently being, you know, studied for
improvement. The general feeling is that -- or what"s
being shown so far in the study is that there are
improvements that are needed to bring it up to a higher

level of protection. The study is looking at between the
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2- and 300-year level of protection. It"s ongoing, SO we
don"t have exact figures. But we"re looking at about --
you know, a rough estimate is in the order of $50 million
worth of levee improvements that are needed to bring these
levees up to a 200-year or higher level of protection.

And we simply call it a ring levee because it
rings the City of Marysville. If you look at the City of
Marysville in high water conditions, it"s surrounded by
water all the way around just connected by several
bridges.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Mr. Bradley, did you want to
say something?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Yes, 1 just wanted to
reiterate, | think that the -- as a state agency, the
Board ought to very seriously consider approving this 104
request. It is not approval of any kind of a project. It
is just a request that if a project goes forward and if
the Corps determines that it"s part of the federal
project, that the state can get reimbursed for its money
and the state and local agencies can get reimbursed for
that money.

The Board has a lot to say on whether a project
goes forward or not, whether it"s a federal project, you
are the non-federal partner with the Corps on flood

control; iIf it"s a local project, regardless of whether
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as Three Rivers, it"s an encroachment permit process and
you will again have approval authority.

So this request has nothing to do with the

projects themselves. It"s only a request to be able to

48

leverage state money with federal dollars in the future if

a couple of things happen: You approve the project, and
if the Corps decides that that project that was approved
would have been part of the federal system. So I
encourage you to really think about this.

There is a time lag. It takes time to get this
kind of approval through the federal system. And if you
don"t make it now, then any work that starts before this
approval is non-creditable. The federal government will
not credit those costs or any cost spent before the
letter®s approved. So there is a timing issue.

As Mr. Eres said, we"ve not approved a setback
levee. We"re not asking you to approve a setback levee.
Only if you approve a setback levee and if the federal
government says that that is what they would have done
would you get credit for it. But that credit has to be
place before any work is done.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Does the letter need to be

sent now or can it wait six months?

in

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: 1 think you need to send
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it pretty quickly. You"ve already approved a project up
there in that area, so | think you should consider this
being requested now. | think it should be sent pretty
quickly.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Here®s the thing with
respect to that: |If the letter doesn"t get sent and
approved by the Corps, and right now local but potentially
in the future state money is spent on planning, designing,
and constructing a project, that the federal government
when it Finishes the feasibility of this study determines
would have been part of its project, the money that"s
spent before the letter is approved by the Corps is not
creditable. And Three Rivers is ending up spending money
to move forward with 11 of those from the standpoint of
planning and design, and so that money would not be
creditable. |If you look back and look at our -- the cash
flow, you know, they“re spending money -- 1"m going by
memory -- but at the rate of about $2 million a month, 1
think, that potentially is not creditable if we don"t get
this letters from them.

And 1 would again make the point, it is not
approving the project, the setback levee, the alignment;
it is simply asking the Corps if they will approve the
concept here that whatever project we do approve, if it"s

compatible with a project that they determine would be in
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the federal interest, we get credit for the money that"s
expended.

You know, in the water agency"s defense, the
water agency was attempting to do at least a bigger
picture shot towards what Mr. Eres would like done. They
were looking at not only Three Rivers, but Marysville as
well. And so they were trying to plan flood control
facilities for the urban areas in their region. And, you
know, you"ve heard us talk about how long Corps studies
take. Well, they started with the recon study more than
20 years ago. Okay? And we"re at the point now where the
Corps is still working on the feasibility study. In the
meantime part of the project has already been designed and
constructed by local sponsors.

So 1 think there®s a certain frustration here
with this project. But in approving this letter -- how do
I say this? We are not punishing TRLIA or gaining any
leverage over TRLIA by not approving this letter. All
we"re doing is potentially costing other areas of the
state. And while Curt said Marysville, | think the state
might be able to use the credit someplace else. Although
this particular letter is just for that one feasibility
study, we"re simply potentially not taking advantage in
the long run of all of the financial resources that might

be available to us.
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And so, you know, 1*"d like to move the item.

MS. MULLIN: 1°d like to add something. As far
as the timing goes, construction for the setback levee is
scheduled to begin September. That"s about three months
away. This letter needs to go to district and then it
needs to go division and then it needs to go to
headquarters. And it has to go through this process
before it can receive approval. It needs to be approved
before The Reclamation Board or Yuba County Water Agency
is eligible for credit for this construction.

So by delaying the letter, you"re delaying your
ability to receive credit and you"re delaying the
construction. And I mean as you"ve seen from the
pictures, there has been serious flooding in this area.
So every year that we don"t do something, we are
jJeopardizing those people.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Ms. Mullin, you say that the
setback --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Just a point of order here.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Oh, I"m sorry.

PRESIDENT CARTER: We have a motion on the table
to approve 9a.

Is there a second?

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Second.

PRESIDENT CARTER: All right. Now we can proceed
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with discussion.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: You said that the setback
levee was set to begin in September?

MS. MULLIN: That"s the correct construction
schedule, yes.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Construction but not for the
setback portion.

MS. MULLIN: No, that would be for the setback
portion. They plan on -- they hope to start building the
foundation in September. Construction would go on through
the winter.

PRESIDENT CARTER: A question. What is the
implication of an outcome where the setback is not
approved and we take one of the other options you
mentioned? 1Is there going to be credit available for
those other options by virtue of this letter or -- let"s
say we proceed down a different path. Do we have to send
another letter to get credit?

MS. MULLIN: Let me see if I understand your
question. You mean if the Board decides to proceed down a
fix-in-place path or --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Right, or some other option.

MS. MULLIN: If you went with another option, we
could send another letter for the work that was planned.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. So this letter does not
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request an approval of fixing the Feather River regardless
of options?

MS. MULLIN: No, it doesn"t. It just --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Given the time constraints
we"re looking at, doesn"t it make sense to make the letter
a little more flexible?

MS. MULLIN: I don"t know if that would -- if
that would be in compliance with Corps policy. | think
that you need to be fairly specific in your application
about what it is you"re proposing to construct. If it
comes out that we decide to go with a Fix-in-place option
or that we decide to -- or if the Board decides to go with
a different alternative, we can always send another letter
to the Corps with the application stating -- with all of
the required documents, stating this is -- but we decided
to go with this option instead. Sending this letter now
does not supersede the possibility of changing it in the
future.

PRESIDENT CARTER: I understand that. But that
means that everything that we"ve spent up to that point
where that second letter is approved is sunk cost and not
recoverable or not reimbursable.

So in the state"s interest, wouldn®t it make more
sense to make the letter -- word the letter in a more

flexible fashion so that we could claim credit regardless
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of which option we go?

MS. MULLIN: Like I said, I don™t believe that
that would be in compliance with Corps policy.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1Is there a member of the Corps
that could speak to that here today?

MS. MULLIN: 1 believe that there is a Corps
planner here.

Frank Piccola from the Corps.

MR. PICCOLA: Good morning.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Good morning.

MR. PICCOLA: 1*m Frank Piccola, the Chief of
Planning Division, the Corps of Engineers in Sacramento.

I don*"t know -- when you say flexible in terms of
the letter, now, how flexible do you want to be? 1 would
jJust say that in order for this process to be completed,
the Corps of Engineers would have to compare what
structures were actually built. In this case we"re
talking about setback levee, against what the Corps would
have recommended. So we have to be specific enough so
that we can make that comparison. But we just can"t say
if we build something along the Feather River or something
along the Yuba River, that we want credit for it. We"d
have to say it was part of our plan, we would have built
it, and you gave us an application in advance saying that

you wanted credit for some portion of that; and you were
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specific enough that described to me what that was so our
engineers could evaluate, our economists, and so on, so we
could determine if it was in the federal interest.

I think there"s some flexibility. But I don"t
know how flexible you®"re considering making the letter.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Well, to the extent that we
could -- Ms. Mullin has presented three separate options
in her presentation. It could be any of those three.
Could we mention those three options and say that we are
doing the study to determine which options make more
sense? They are all within that same region. They are
all within the scope of the project. Depending on which
ones we choose -- which one of those three we choose,
could we request credit?

MR. PICCOLA: My opinion --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Those options are fairly
specific.

MR. PICCOLA: My opinion is that the Corps
probably wouldn®t approve that all the way through
headquarters. They -- because what we do is we send this
on to Congress, and Congress has to put this in the
appropriations bill. And they"re going to want to know,
"What are you choosing to build?" And if you say,
"Setback levee,”™ "Fine, we"ll then evaluate that and see

if that would have been part."” |If you say you want to fix
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in place and then use any one of those options, fine. But
to give an array and say, "We want money for something;

we"re not sure what,” they may come back at headquarters
and say, "Well, wait till the GRR is finished" -- "until
the General Evaluation Report is finished, and then come
back and tell us," you know. And then it"s too late.

So I would recommend you be specific enough to
pick one of the options that are displayed on your screen.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Right. Well, that"s the
point. The Board hasn"t picked an option.

And so, you know --

MR. PICCOLA: If I might. You"re not really
picking an option for construction. What you"re doing is
you"re requesting that this be processed through the Corps
process. And as Ms. Mullin said before, you could always
write another letter. It doesn"t harm to do that. You“re
not committing yourself to any option this way.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1 understand.

We"re still not best protecting the state®s
interests if we change directions. Then everything that
we"ve done to that point, we still -- that"s money under
the bridge basically.

MR. PICCOLA: 1 suppose you could look at it that
way .

PRESIDENT CARTER: Mr. Aikens.
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MR. AIKENS: This letter simply allows the credit
if this project goes forward, of which the letter
determines nothing about the project going forward. If
the project were determined not to go forward as a
setback, another item would -- or another route would be
selected. There would be time for the Yuba County Water
Agency as the local sponsor to draft another letter, get
that into the process, and ask the same type of request
for the other project.

IT this one"s not approved at this point in time
to go forward, the risk is, as Butch said -- you know,
when these projects get started, you start spending
millions of dollars pretty quickly, and you risk losing
that from a local and state perspective. So I'm clearly
confident that if we go down a different route, we"ll put
together another letter, we"ll preserve all the money we
can from a state and local perspective in moving forward.
And 1 don"t see that going down another path and this
letter not being flexible affecting that at all. We~ll
prepare a letter that will preserve all the local credit
that we can in the future.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Mr. Punia.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: In response to President
Ben Carter”s question, if the setback levee project is not

approved, then there will be a different schedule. If the
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project is strengthening in place, the schedule will be
delayed and we will have sufficient time to send another
letter on that alternative.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Delaying the project is not a
prospect that -- I don"t think any member of the Board
wants to entertain. So the real challenge is trying to
figure out how we can make this work without delaying the
project, and get credit for as much money as we can from
the federal government.

So I mean if you want to do it in series, it can
be done in series. But that"s going to cost the state
money; that may cost the project some time. Is there a
way we can do it in parallel?

MS. MULLIN: 1°m sorry. What do you mean by in
parallel?

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1 guess to keep our options
open. And if -- what I foresee happening is, say, that
the setback is not approved by the Board, construction is
going to -- we"re going to want to go proceed posthaste
with construction on whatever option is chosen. And we"re
going to be spending money from the get-go on that. That
money is not going to be recoverable because we"ve got a
three or four month time lag with the Corps to get credit
for that.

We"re not excited about delaying the construction
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of the project from a public safety perspective. Let"s
say strengthen in place is chosen. Strengthen in place is
going -- the construction on that is going to proceed
probably on a similar schedule as if the setback were
going ahead.

MS. MULLIN: Creating and forwarding another
letter would not take that much time.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. If you can assure me
that there won"t be a delay and the state won"t lose
opportunities for reimbursements as a result of doing it
in a serial basis, then that"s fine.

Mr. Punia.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: The reality is that an
applicant has submitted an application for a setback
levee. If the direction is that they have to go back and
choose a strengthening in place, then they have to restart
the design work and the process will be delayed. And we
will have the time to submit another Section 104 letter.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: 1 have a question.

In the March 23rd letter to Jay Punia from Mr.
Aikens, it states that the water agency made a request for
32.7 million for strengthening the levee in segments 1 and
3 on January 23rd, 2007.

What is the status of that approval letter and
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what is that specifically for?

MS. MULLIN: That is for -- for Corps credit for
Sections 1 and 3. And I -- have we -- Mr. Aikens assures
me that we have gotten credit from the Army Corps on that.
I haven"t received a letter yet.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: But is that -- what 1 was
asking is what type of work was that for? Was that
strengthen in place?

MS. MULLIN: That was strengthen in place. That
was the work that was associated with the permit that you
approved last Friday.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Okay. So in segments 1 and 3,
we"re asking for Corps credit for strengthen in place.

And today we"re asking for a setback levee in segment 27?

MS. MULLIN: Um-hmm. And Mr. Mayer told me that
the request for the 104°s still pending on Sections 1 and
3.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: So is that part of the
description in the Corps®s study for this project, to do a
strengthen in place for 1 and 3? Is that consistent with
what they"re studying at this time for funding?

MS. MULLIN: Yes, that it is consistent.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Okay.

PRESIDENT CARTER: I think the Board approved a

Section 104 request for segments 1 and 3 about three
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months ago. |1 don"t recall the exact meeting, but --

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Must have been January,
because the letter went out January 23rd.

PRESIDENT CARTER: The Rec Board letter?

BOARD MEMBER RIE: The 104 credit letter.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Mr. Hodgkins.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Yeah. Can 1 ask Yuba
County Water Agency a question.

IT your letter were modified to delete reference
specifically to a setback levee and simply instead talk
about the levee improvements by -- you know, between levee
mile dah and levee mile dah necessary to improve that,
would you be willing to do that? And can I ask the
question? Has the 104 process gotten to the point where
you can"t be a little unspecific about exactly what it is
you"re going to do? | mean --

MR. AIKENS: That could take consultation with
the Corps to see what we could do. 1 don"t have an answer
for you at this point in time.

The really material issue here is all we"re
saying -- all we"re requesting is If this goes through,
this is the time to submit this letter to the Corps. And
even if it is submitted and there is a change in path, we
will have plenty of time to submit another letter on the

new path to secure credit eligibility for both the state
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and the local. That"s the only issue here. | do not see
this as a path of saying whether, you know, the setback
proposal goes forward or another proposal. That"s a
different decision for a different time and different
agenda item.

You know, you see an example of segments 1 and 3.
I was mistaken about receiving credit on it. But we
submitted that several months ago -- | think it"s probably
January -- and they still haven"t ruled on it. That"s
part of the process that we are concerned with, because it
takes months for these things to work it"s way through the
Corps process. And, for example, if the decision is made
to go forward with the setback levee, we want to be in
position to have -- or create the eligibility for all the
credit that we can.

IT we go down a different route, we"ll make
sure -- we"ll take the prudent action to make sure that
that happens. 1°d just like to reemphasize, this is not
an issue of saying whether this, you know, setback goes
forward or not. It is simply the issue of creating the
ability to be as eligible for as much money as possible
should it go forward.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1 think that issue has been
made very, very clear by at least a half a dozen people

here.
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us.

Hodgkins?

Any further questions for Ms. Mullin or anyone

Okay. So we have a motion and a second before

No further discussion?
Mr. Punia, would you call the roll.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Vice-President Butch

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Aye.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Board Member Teri Rie?
BOARD MEMBER RIE: Aye.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Board Member Lady Bug?
SECRETARY DOHERTY: Aye.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: President Ben Carter?
PRESIDENT CARTER: Aye.

The motion carries.

MS. MULLIN: Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: You“re welcome.

We"1l move on to Item 9B, Folsom Dam Safety and

Flood Damage Reduction Joint Federal Project.

As we noted when we were discussing the agenda,

this is an informational briefing. There will be no

resolution to approve today.

Mr. Charney. Good morning.

MR. CHARNEY: Thank you.
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(Thereupon an overhead presentation was

Presented as follows.)

MR. CHARNEY: Mr. Chairman, members of the Board,
General Manager Punia, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you
for your time today. My name is Robert Charney. | work
in the Project Development Branch for The Rec Board and
DWR. My responsibility are the suite of projects out at
Folsom Dam.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Thank you again for approving the
change in agenda to go to an information item as opposed
to an action item. There are quite a few challenges with
this project and with the resolution that we will be
bringing before you. We want to give the Board as much
time as possible to understand what it is we will be
asking them.

So briefly our plan today is I"m going to brief
you on the status of the projects and discuss the scope of
the EIR/EIS that you should have received a few weeks ago
and to discuss just in brief the resolution that is being
developed for you that you would see in July. And I™"m
going to ask our partner agencies to make a statement in
support and to discuss their roles.

And then in July 1°11 come back and I will

rebrief you again and answer any questions that you have
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after you"ve had time to review the materials and request
that you™ll approve our resolution.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Basically the status of the
projects out at Folsom Dam, it"s a multi-agency effort,
being conducted by the Corps of Engineers under their Dam
Modifications Project and their Dam Raise Project, as well
as by the Bureau of Reclamation. The Corps and
Reclamation have agreed on a plan that will substantially
meet their goals as well as the Board"s goals and SAFCA"s
goals for Folsom Dam. And they consummated that agreement
by signing the Joint Record of Decision on May 5th.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Let me pause for a moment and share
with you some of the work that is not moving forward yet,
but will, that is continuing in the planning process.

Basically the Folsom Dam Raise, which involves
raising the pertinent dikes, Mormon Island Dam, three and
a half foot, that is still in the Corps®s recommended
plan. But we"re going to continue to do planning efforts
before we bring that before the Board for approval. As a
part of that plan there will be replacement of three
emergency gates.

Again, the Record of Decision -- federal Record

of Decision is still draft. Reclamation and the Corps are
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still working out details on this part of the work out at
Folsom.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: What is ready to go and what is the
highest priority for all of the sponsors is an auxiliary
spillway, six submerged tainter gates control section,
approach channel and spilling basin. And this was
assigned over to the Federal Record of Decision wherein
the Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation agreed on this
work. With that, we"re ready to go.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: We now refer to these items as the
Folsom Joint Federal Project. And we have a lot of names
to these projects. We have Folsom Project, Folsom Raise,
we have Joint Federal Project. We have all sorts of
names. And I want to try to be clear so that you
understand what it is we"re -- what"s going forward. And
that"s why 1 emphasized that little change.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: A little bit of about the project
itself, where we stand today with the studies, et cetera,
that have been done. We"re looking an $847 million total
cost. Of that, 239 million will be carried by the
non-federal sponsors. The Corps has estimated that

another two years of design effort will ensue before we"ve
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completed the design work for the entire project.

Nonetheless, we do understand what the
cross-section of the spillway will look like. And the
Bureau of Reclamation will begin excavation of that
spillway this fall.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Here"s a quick look at the plan for
the spillway -- plan section. And 1 would call your
attention to the size of the concrete dam itself so you
have some idea of the scope and magnitude of the project
that we"re undertaking out at Folsom. And as you can see,
that spillway carries a lot of water and it"s very
important to the protection of the Sacramento region.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Here"s an artist"s rendering of the
spillway, the gated structure as well as the new bridge
and roadway that®"s being constructed. And somebody had
joked with us that it was -- this artist rendering was
done on a bright sunny day, whereas more than likely it
would be raining when there"s water spilling down the
spillway.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Now, I"m going to take a moment to

discuss the environmental documents that again was sent to

you a couple weeks ago. The environmental documents that
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were sent to you covers many different things. It covers
work that®s being done by the Bureau of Reclamation, for
which this Board is not involved, that includes security,
homeland security work for the dam; it also includes
safety of dams work that this Board does not get involved
with. The environmental document covers the dam raise,
which 1 mentioned is not ready on to go forward. So I™m
trying to express to you that we"re asking you to move
forward on just those elements that are the Joint Federal
Project.

Furthermore, there is additional work to be done.
When these facilities are constructed there will be a
change in the operation of Folsom Dam. And that change in
operation has not been fully vetted. And there will be a
separate environmental document to cover the change of
operations that are required to support the Joint Federal
Project.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Here"s what is in the -- 1"m going
to go into a little more detail in terms of what is in the
environmental document. There"s the Corps®s recommended
flood damage reduction plan and the Bureau of
Reclamation®s safety of dams work. You"ll find under both
of those categories is the Joint Federal Project. As I

say, the dam raise is within the environmental document.
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The environmental restoration associated with the dam
raise is in the document. The Bureau"s security and dam
safety work is within the document.

Now I"m going to back out what we"re not asking
the Board to adopt or approve. We"re not asking you at
this time to adopt the dam raise or the environmental
restoration or any of the work that®s being done by the
Bureau of Reclamation.

What"s left is the Joint federal Project.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Any questions at this point? 1 do
have more slides. But I want to make sure that 1"m being
clear?

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Now that we have the Joint Federal
Project, the work has been divided amongst the two federal
agencies.

In general, the Corps is handling the larger
structural elements, including the six tainter gate
structure and the spillway lining, approach channel and
stilling basin.

And the Bureau is handling in particular the
excavation of the spillway Phase 1, which is the bulk of
the material movement, as well as environmental

mitigation. And I wanted to emphasize environmental
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mitigation.

CEQA allows that the environmental mitigation
work that needs to be done is performed by another agency.
The resolution that will be before you will identify that
the Bureau of -- 1 mean -- yeah, the Bureau of Reclamation
will be doing that mitigation work. They made a formal
commitment to do that work in the ROD that was recently
sighed.

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Key points again. Asking the Board
only to certify parts of the environmental document. And
the Bureau of Reclamation will be handling the mitigation
work .

--000--

MR. CHARNEY: Resolution that"s coming before you
in July, as | said, we had some difficulty hammering out
the wording. 1It"s neither a small resolution or an easy
one necessarily to read, and that"s why 1 wanted to come
to you earlier. But you will find that we start to
include things in that resolution and then back them out.
We ask you to adopt the environmental report, but then
note those things that are being handled by others.

--000--
MR. CHARNEY: And if you have no further

questions for me, 1"m going to ask each of our partners to
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come up and make a statement as well as to identify their
roles with the project moving forward.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Ms. Finch, with regard to the
request where they"re asking us to certify the
environmental document and then proceed to identify items
that we"re excluding, is that the customary approach to a
certification of the document?

STAFF COUNSEL FINCH: You"re talking about the
EIR process on our side?

PRESIDENT CARTER: Yes.

STAFF COUNSEL FINCH: This is an adequate process
we have been working with them for this project. It"s
adequate.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CHARNEY: Now, would Stein come up and speak
on behalf of SAFCA.

MR. BUER: Good morning, Chair, members of the
Board. Thank you for taking the time to hear this as an
information item this morning. It is a very, very
important project to SAFCA.

SAFCA i1s the local sponsor for this project. And
this project is the centerpiece of our plan to achieve
200-year level flood protection for the metropolitan area
of Sacramento, with $50 billion worth awe of damageable

property and 450,000 people at risk. So this is truly
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The levee construction that®s been underway for
the past 18 years and will continue for the next 10 is
designed to be compatible with the releases that could be
achieved with the proposed spillway.

You may recall that just two years ago the
Corps®s plan for modifying Folsom Dam hit a snag when the
plan essentially was unbuildable under the existing
framework and a difficult construction environment.

And what you have before you today is what 1
would call a miracle of cooperation and technical
progress. In two years the environmental document has
been completed, starting from a dead start; a complete
reworking of the technical work has been achieved,
starting from a dead start. And we have been able to --

and when I say "we," the Corps of Engineers, the state,
SAFCA and the Bureau working together -- a remarkable
technical team has achieved an integration of very
difficult dam safety improvements, the probable maximum
flood accommodation, and integrating with that
200-year-level flood protection for the City of
Sacramento.

What the spillway will do is allow for the

earlier release of large amounts of water, up to channel

capacity of 160,000 cubic feet per second, so that in a
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big flood -- a big flood of 450,000 cubic feet per second,
which is enough to fill the entire Yolo Bypass, can be
safety contained when this spillway is done.

Time is of the essence for us. Obviously we need
this protection now.

Secondly, our plan assumes that construction
proceeds expeditiously so that inflation doesn®t eat up
the state, federal, and local funding we need.

As you know, Proposition 1E was passed. One of
the provisions in Proposition 1E was to allow for Folsom
Dam cost sharing. It is the one project mentioned by name
in Proposition 1E, and it is now constrained by the
200-year -- $200 million constraint that other projects
have.

SAFCA recently passed as the community approved
an assessment to pay our share of this and other projects.
It was passed with an overwhelming level of support:

81.2 -- I"m sorry -- 81.8 percent, almost 82 percent
support for an election which raises assessments
throughout the community and will raise $326 million. So
there is extremely strong public support for this project.
We have 1 think something to be proud of here. There is
state and national recognition for what is being achieved
here. And we would appreciate the strong support of the

Board as we move forward.
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Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Thank you.

Any questions for Mr. Buer?

Thank you very much.

MR. CHARNEY: Rick Johnson is the Deputy Area
Manager for Reclamation -- Bureau of Reclamation

MR. JOHNSON: Good morning, Board and Chair. 1
appreciate the opportunity to speak.

As Butch mentioned, a few years ago we had this
situation where we weren"t able to proceed with the plan
of flood control work that was going to proceed at Folsom.
Bureau of Reclamation had a parallel program going on that
we had initiated in 2000, and it our dam safety work.

Folsom, as 1 know you®"re aware -- we always
pictured a concrete dam. But it has three other earth
dams and eight dikes. And it"s grown up to be an urban
setting. And so dam safety -- it"s our number one dam
safety priority in the whole country because of the
potential consequences of any type of a failure of not
only the concrete dam, but any of the earthen dams or
dikes. We not only have a potential of impacting
Sacramento, but you"ve got Folsom, parts of Placer County,
Roseville, and northern Sacramento, who are not in what
people would normally think of as their floodplain.

Folsom generally is in good shape. But it was
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fifties. And because of potential consequences, we are
trying to bring it up to the most current design that we
can and reduce the risks absolutely the most that we can.
And as a result we have about $500 million worth of dam
safety construction that we will be doing out at Folsom.
Included in that is the Joint Federal Project, as we have
a concern right now that the dam cannot pass the probable
maximum flood without overtopping and potential failure.

So when this opportunity came up to joint
projects a couple years ago, that the auxiliary spillway
emerged as a solution for both the flood control and the
hydrologic and safety issues that we had out at Folsom.
And 1 want to thank all of the effort that went on by the
Board members and the members of SAFCA and the Corps and
Robert and -- you have -- a lot of your staff has spent
hours and hours making this happen, and we appreciate
that.

We are expediting our construction. The first
construction package went out for solicitation on May
23rd. The proposals are due July 7th. And we plan on
awarding it in September at the latest and start
construction shortly thereafter, probably at the end of
October or early November.

Also additionally, we have a lot of elderberries
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that have to be removed. Those will be done in the
November timeframe to clear the -- as you can see, the
channel is quite extensive there. There"s a lot of
elderberries out there. So those will be moved in the
November timeframe.

So just -- | wanted to bring up this construction
because we feel that this is an expedited action and
we -- the Bureau of Reclamation are proceeding with
construction. But we don"t have a complete project until
the Corps constructs the gates. And so that®"s why we"re
here to support adopting the EIR and proceeding with the
Corps®s part of the Joint Federal Project that the state
is also participating in.

Thank you for the time.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions?

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Yes.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: You go ahead.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Has the Bureau certified the
EIS yet?

MR. JOHNSON: We signed the ROD on May 5th. We
actually signed two separate RODs. One was for the Joint
Federal Project, which we signed jointly with the Corps of
Engineers. And the other included the rest of our dam
safety work and some security improvements were doing at

Folsom also. And that kind of pushed -- we were kind of
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pushing that date because we needed to have that record of
decision in place so we could advertise. So that"s what
kind of pushed our schedule.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: What about the --

MR. JOHNSON: We have funding this year that we
don"t want to lose. We want to get it in place by
September.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: What about the mitigation
monitoring plan, has the Bureau approved that as well?

MR. JOHNSON: Yes. That was part of the whole
package. We"ve taken on the mitigation as part of our
work package.

The Corps and Reclamation -- how we"re proceeding
on this, we"ve taken the project and developed work
packages -- that"s what we"re calling them -- of what each
of us will do. And the mitigation was one of the ones
that Reclamation agreed to do.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: And has the Corps already
adopted the portion of the EIS for the flood damage
reduction features?

MR. JOHNSON: For the Joint Federal Project the
Corps signed the Record of Decision at the same time we
did, on May 5th. It was signed by both agencies.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Okay. So everything is ready

to go?
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MR. JOHNSON: They did not address the raise and
some of the other things that they“re looking at. But
they did do the Joint Federal Project.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Did the Bureau approve the
portion of the EIS that discussed the raise?

MR. JOHNSON: We wouldn®"t need to on that.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Okay. Just The Reclamation
Board needs to do that?

MR. JOHNSON: The raise portion of it would not
be -- is not one of our projects. It wouldn™t be part of
our project. So we wouldn®"t need to approve that.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: What about the Corps?

MR. JOHNSON: Well, the Corps, it would be their
project, so —- 111 let Frank talk about it, but they“re
going to do a record of decision that approves that.
They"ve already got that in the works.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: But it hasn®"t happened yet?

MR. JOHNSON: No.

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Okay.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: You mentioned that because of
the urbanization. Was the dam -- or would the dam have
been considered safe if urbanization had not occurred in
that area?

MR. JOHNSON: There are -- the probable maximum

flood would have still been an issue. And there are some
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other things such as the seismic at Mormon Island.
What -- how Reclamation does it is when the federal
government -- when the Congress directed us to do the dam
safety program, they kind of put a limit on how much they
funded. So what we have done is gone through all the dams
in the country to determine kind of a risk not only from
technically whether the dam®s safe, but then consequences,
and use that to prioritize what order we"re going to fix
the dams. We intend to fix all the dam safety problems in
all the dams in the country. So eventually we would have
gotten to the Folsom here. But because of the
urbanization and the consequences downstream, it"s our
number one priority in the country.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Okay. And so the last phase
of your rebuilding out there will take place in 20207

MR. JOHNSON: No. We will be done with our work
in 2012, 1 believe it is.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Okay.

MR. JOHNSON: With the dam safety portion of our

work.
SECRETARY DOHERTY: Thank you.
PRESIDENT CARTER: Any further questions?
VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: 1I1°d just like to make a
comment.

It"s good to see all three of you here at the
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same time. And you®re looking at three of probably the
most mature sort of senior executives for the Corps, the
Bureau, and SAFCA, who have been working together just in
an outstanding manner. An it shows it can be done. Two
years, that"s an incredible accomplishment. And 1 hold
you guys up as an example as to how things like this
should be done in the future. That"s great work.

MR. JOHNSON: Thank you, Butch.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CHARNEY: 1 would add that the Joint Federal
Project is scheduled to be completed in 2014, both the
Bureau®s work and the Corps®s work. 2014 is our goal.

And with regards to the question about Folsom Dam
raise, that is a Corps and Board project. It does not
involve Reclamation, because the benefits that will accrue
are flood damage reduction only. And the Bureau of
Reclamation®s guidelines are dam safety, that is, to solve
dam safety issues. So that will be moving forward with
the Corps.

And there is a draft ROD in place. It"s just not
signed yet and not ready to come before this body.

Frank Piccola is the Chief of Planning for the
Corps.

MR. PICCOLA: Good morning again. 1*d like to

join in on this lovefest for a moment. 1 won"t take up
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too much of your time because 1 know you have a full
agenda.

But from the Corps of Engineer”s standpoint, 1
agree with everything that"s been said, and especially
what Mr. Hodgkins just said. And, that is, that once we
realized we had a bust on the Folsom mods because of costs
and construction problems, normally what we would have
done at the Corps of Engineers, we would have entered into
a general reevaluation report, takes four or five years at
best. We immediately heard from the State of California,
the congressional delegations, SAFCA, everybody up and
down the line, Bureau of Reclamation, said, "No, it can"t
happen.”™ So we put our heads together and we came up with
this about 18-month process, which, as Butch said, is just
unheard of from the Corps of Engineers. | won"t speak for
the other agencies. And in that time we were able to do a
lot of engineering, got a lot of smart people together,
both here in California and at the Technical Service
Center for the Bureau of Reclamation out of Denver. Did a
lot of great engineering, and we were able to come up with
this project as an alternative to the Folsom mods project.

I would like to commend Mr. Charney on behalf of
the Board as your representative. He did a fantastic job,
hung in with us as tortuous as it was at times. I™m

really impressed with his slides. 1 wish I had those when
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I was back in Washington. | had to brief the Assistant
Secretary of Army on this project. He had some great
slides that I admire. 1 might borrow them from him.

This is a really important project to everyone,
not only the federal government but the State of
California and the residents of the Sacramento area. This
is something a long time coming. It solves a lot of
problems, including dam safety and flood damage
reductions. Kind of the keystone to the flood damage
reduction system in this area. And we"re very proud of
how we"ve gotten to this point. We have about a two-year
span now where our engineers will get back together again.
They met last week in Denver again, both the Bureau of
Reclamation and Corps of Engineers, to start looking at
the design refinements that are required to actually build
this thing.

So we"re on a fast track. The schedule®s
aggressive. We"ve gotten commitments from Washington on
our part for funding. And we think this is going to be
built on time, and we"re all going to be very proud of
this happening. So I want to thank you for your support
in the past, and 1 hope that continues in the future.

Environmentally we -- the environmental document
was prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation. We signed the

ROD on May 3rd. The Assistant Secretary of the Army, John
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Woodley, signed it on the 3rd of May. So for the flood
damage reduction part, the JFP project, we"re all set on
the environmental side.

We do have, as was described to you, a draft of a
rod for the raise. The reason we didn"t sign it is that
in our project we say it"s a three and a half foot raise
and we"re still doing some design refinements on that. So
before we sign that ROD we want to make sure we know what
we"re talking about. But we"re poised to do that very
soon.

So if you have any questions, 1°d be happy to
answer them. Other than that, thank you again very much.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any questions for Mr. Piccola?

Thank you very much for coming.

MR. CHARNEY: If there are no further questions
for me, | look forward to presenting to you again in July.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Great.

Thank you very much. Thank you, all. 1°d like
to echo Butch"s comments. It"s been -- Mr. Buer-s
comments that this is a landmark example of both
federal -- two federal agencies and several state agencies
and local partners working together to get something done
quickly and cost effectively, it"s a model. Hopefully we
can continue to do duplicate it.

Thank you.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

84

At this point we"ll move to Item -- we have a
couple minutes before lunch time. Let"s see if we can
knock out Item 9C.

Ms. Bronson.

(Thereupon an overhead presentation was

Presented as follows.)

MS. BRONSON: Good morning. And members of the
Board, President Carter, and General Manager Punia. [I™m
Annalena Bronson. 1"m an environmental scientist for the
Division of Flood Management working on flood projects.

As you may recall, you had certified an EIR for
this project, the American River Watershed Common
Features, the American River Features, the Mayhew Levee,
Sacramento County, California, a final environmental
impact report, back in November. And because the title is
quite a mouthful, 1"m going to call it the Mayhew Levee
Project from now on.

--000--

MS. BRONSON: Since November, the staff for the
Corps, Board, and SAFCA have worked on detailed designs,
with the goal of getting a contract for construction this
year. And during this design process, we determined that
there were two additional features that needed to be added
to the contract that were not discussed in the original

final EIR.
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--000--
MS. BRONSON: And these are a 13 times 72 foot
seepage berm at the site of three high-pressure 48-inch
diameter sewage lines that cross the existing levee near

the east end of the project --

--000--
MS. BRONSON: -- in the here area you can see the
circle there.
--000--

MS. BRONSON: We have discussed many ways of how
to provide flood protection for this portion. The seepage
berm is of course not feasible here. And we have -- or a
slurry wall. And the seepage berm is feasible. And
that"s what we are proposing. And this picture will show
you where that would be, and it would extend into an empty
lot owned by the Sacramento County Sanitation District.
And with that addition to the levee project, it would not
prevent seepage, but it would prevent material being lost
from the levee and it would provide the level of
protection that is desired for this project.

--000--

MS. BRONSON: And in addition we have decided to
add to the contract, as in an option, a 150-foot-long
slurry wall extension across the Mayhew drain. The Mayhew

drain is at the western-most portion of the levee. There
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will be a slurry wall through the entire levee. And this

addition is just to go the additional 150 feet across the

drain.
--000--
MS. BRONSON: Next year we are going to construct
a closure structure at this drain so in high water -- here
is a picture of the drain -- so that water from the

American River can®"t go up this drain and then cause
flooding. We would have a separate environmental document
for your review later this year for that closure
structure.

But in order to save money and time when we have
a slurry wall, a contractor out on the project -- it"s
cheaper and more efficient to have him go the extra 150
feet rather than getting back there next year when we do
the closure structure.

--000--

MS. BRONSON: So these are the two items in the
addendum. I regret that you didn"t get it as soon as we
had wished. There are many levels of review for
everything we do. And all I can say is that I"m sorry you
didn"t get it earlier.

I would like to ask the Board to approve
Resolution No. 07-04; that The Reclamation Board of the

State of California has considered the addendum to the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

87
American River Watershed Common Features, Lower American
River Features, Mayhew Levee Environmental -- Final
Environmental Impact Report.
--000--

MS. BRONSON: And that the Board finds that the
conditions for adopting an addendum have been met as
discussed in the addendum; adopts the addendum and
approves the extension of the slurry wall and the seepage
berm.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Has the staff reviewed this
request?

MS. BRONSON: Yes, we have -- I know we have had
legal review and it"s been reviewed.

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Yes, we have reviewed

SECRETARY DOHERTY: And no problems with either
solution?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: No. There"s no way to
put the slurry wall In where these three high-pressure
pipes are. That"s the reason for the seepage berm.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: All right.

PRESIDENT CARTER: This project might just go
before the Environmental Review Committee?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: This is not a permit.

This a Board project. Environmental Review Committee only

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Hodgkins?

88

applies to Board encroachment permits or applications.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Well, 1°d like to make a

motion that we approve Resolution 07-04.

PRESIDENT CARTER: We have a motion.

Is there a second?

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: 1*11 second.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Any further discussion?
Okay. Mr. Punia, would you call the roll please.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Vice-President Butch

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Aye.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Board Member Teri Rie?
BOARD MEMBER RIE: Yes.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: Board Member Lady Bug?
SECRETARY DOHERTY: Aye.

GENERAL MANAGER PUNIA: President Ben Carter?
PRESIDENT CARTER: Aye.

Motion carries.

MS. BRONSON: Thank you very much.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Thank you.

At this time we"ll recess for lunch. We will

reconvene here in one hour. So 1 o"clock.

Thank you very much.

(Thereupon a lunch break was taken.)
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PRESIDENT CARTER: Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen. This is the State Reclamation Board.

We are on item 10 at this point, the Designated
Floodway - Mokelumne River Designated Floodway.

Consider modification of the right, or north,
bank boundary of the Mokelumne River Designated Floodway
in San Joaquin County at 2221 Bender Road, Acampo,
California.

Mr. Bradley.

(Thereupon an overhead presentation was

Presented as follows.)

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Do we need to wait for
Ms. Rie?

PRESIDENT CARTER: Ms. Rie?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Yeah. We don"t have a
quorum.

PRESIDENT CARTER: We will need to wait for her
to make a decision. But 1°d go ahead and proceed with
your staff report, please.

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: For the record, Steve
Bradley, Chief Engineer of The Reclamation Board.

We have before us a request to modify the
Mokelumne River Designated Floodway, the boundary of it.

Before I get started 1°d like to point out that

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345
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on the agenda item that I sent out, the staff report, the
last map, somehow 1 drug the overlay that showed the
property and the house, and it actually moved a little bit
on me. And it shows the house being within the FEMA
floodway. That is not correct, and 1 will cover that in
my presentation and show you exactly where it is. But I
wanted to correct that so that there was no misconception.
It"s the very last page of the staff report.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Just to get you oriented
as to where we"re talking about. It"s on the south of
Sacramento. It"s north of Stockton. Stockton®s down
here. Lodi, Highway 99 run along here. Galt. The
project site is over hear on the Mokelumne River, which
comes out of Comanche Dam, goes all the way down towards
the Delta.

The designated floodway basically runs from where
the Mokelumne River joins the Cosumnes River all the way
up to Comanche Dam. And we"re going to talk about this
very small piece in here.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: This is kind of a blowup
of 1t. Again, 99. We have Peltier Road along here.
Bender Road, which is the address. And the property we"re

going to talk about is bounded by Peltier Road, Bender
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Road and the Mokelumne River.
--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: This is an overhead view
of the property. Again, Peltier Road, Bender Road.

Taddei Road, which is sort of south. But the boundary
does not run over to the Mokelumne River. More or less
stops at that point.

This is the property that"s owned by Dr. West,
who has made this request.

Reclamation Board has a designated floodway
boundary that runs on the right bank along this area as
shown by the red line. That"s been there since 1975.
That"s the boundary that was established in 1975.

FEMA in 1988 did a new study in this area and
established a different floodway boundary for their
floodway. And it"s shown by this blue line here. It"s
sort of coincident down in this area and again up in this
area. But it is not coincident in the area on most of Dr.
West"s property.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Part of this is what he
wants to do is locate a house on this property. He bought
the property and wants to place a house on it. The
house -- the proposed location for the house is within The

Reclamation Board®"s floodway boundary but outside of the
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FEMA boundary. There isn"t a lot of property left in
order to -- for which to put a house on. This road
actually has a fair amount of traffic. | mean it looks
pretty rural, but it does have a fair amount of traffic on
it.

There is an existing house on the property down
here that 1 believe he proposes to use for his in-laws
that the floodway boundary actually went around.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: This is kind of a view
looking due north. This is Bender Road here. In the back
where the stop sign is is Peltier Road. So you"re looking

cross as -- the Mokelumne River is over here on the left.

And the house is proposed to go pretty much right about

where this pile of vineyard debris is going to be -- is
located. It"s iIn this area here, kind of facing to the
river.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: The Board-"s
designated -- or authority to designate floodways is
actually specified in the Water Code in Section 8609. It
says the Board may designate floodways throughout the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers drainage to control
encroachments in, and to preserve the flow regimens of,

floodways for the purpose of protecting public
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improvements, lives, land-use values, and improvements
created in reliance upon historical flooding patterns.

This is kind of non-structural flood
control -- or a flood protection measure.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: The authority to modify
these lines once adopted is in the Board"s regulations,
which has a section in Article 5 that actually deals with
designate floodways and defines the process of going
through and having to adopt it. It also allows for the
Board to make minor adjustments to these.

It says: "If, after the adoption of the
designated floodway and floodway encroachment lines, the
Board determines that conditions have changed sufficiently
to necessitate altering the lines, the Board may, at any
regularly scheduled noticed meeting" -- "regularly noticed
meeting, make modifications to the designated floodway as
it deems to be appropriate.”

So you do have the authority to modify, make
minor modifications to this floodway.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: The applicant requested
this. They do have that option. They can request of the
Board to consider modifying the floodway. Board staff has

looked at it. This iIs the reasons that were provided in
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their request to modify it.

The FEMA study is more recent than the Board
study. The FEMA study was completed in 1988 and the Board
study was done in 1975. That"s 13 years. It"s a little
bit newer.

The FEMA flow is much greater than the Board
flow. The Board flow was I believe 8700, 8600, something
like that. And the FEMA flow was 15,400. So it"s
about -- not quite double, but significantly larger.

No field verification for either study was made.
That means people didn"t go out there and actually survey
the channels and do topographic mapping. It looks like it
was done off existing mapping.

Recent survey done by the representatives for Mr.
West indicates the residence will be above what FEMA has
defined the flood elevation to be. And the proposed
elevation of the finished floor of the house is 38 feet.
That is 3.8 feet above the FEMA 100-year elevation and .2
feet above the FEMA 500-year flood elevation. So the
house is out of the general flood area of the FEMA map.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Reasons not to modify
this. The Board staff -- one thing you“"re doing if you
notice on that is that the floodway would be much smaller

with the FEMA mapping than it is under the Board"s
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existing designhated boundary. So you would be decreasing
the floodway and any factor of safety that came along with
that. Right or wrong, it is a wider area. And so if you
do approve this, you would be decreasing the width of the
designated floodway .-

FEMA study, although it is more recent than the
Board®s, still really is not up to date. Their data
really went through about 1985. So you didn"t have the
big floods that occurred in "86 and then specifically the
1997 flood that was fairly large in the San Joaquin
Valley. So the hydrology even though it"s more current
than the Board"s, it"s still not the latest word on what
the actual 100-year flow would be as of today"s date.

This area along the Mokelumne River between Galt
and Lodi is experiencing urbanization. It used to be all
agricultural. But there®"s quite a few what 1 would call
rural -- semi-rural agricultural areas. Urban farms, you
may want to call them. Small acreages that have been
turned into primarily urban residences with some rural
property around it, but they"re not primarily agricultural
properties.

Then, finally, there"s significant staff work
involved with making a modification of the floodway.

These are a legal document. And as such, we provide them

to the counties. They have to be approved, signed. The
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Board will have to approve the change. They can do that
today. And then the Board staff will make the
modifications on the floodways, and then send them to the
county. But there®s a significant amount of time that
does this.

We have not done a floodway modification since
1"ve been Chief Engineer. 1 believe that several were
done previous under Mr. Pineda. When he was Chief
Engineer there were several modifications made. We have
not done one since 1"ve been here.

--000--

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: With that, the staff
recommendation for this is that the staff recommends
denial of the request to modify the boundary of the right
bank of the Mokelumne River Desighated Floodway, because
the floodplain area of the designated floodway would be
reduced. Any excess protection we have is probably not
excessive. Like | said, the floodway was done in "75.
Even though FEMA redesignated in 1988, there"s some
significant data that has not been included in the
analysis that may lead to a larger flow.

The area out there once you reach the bank of
about where the house is located would be is fairly flat.
I mean that whole area is flat. If you did have a large

flood, a lot of area would be flooded, not super deep, but
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wide areas of shallow wide-spread flooding.

With that, I believe 171l turn it over to the --
unless there"s any questions right now for me, 1°11 turn
it over to the applicant®s representative.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: 1 have one question.

Could you -- and 1 think you had a slide of it —-
show me outlines of the property. 1 know it"s bounded by
a road. But where on the bank side is the boundary?

Oh, okay.

So the yellow line is his boundary?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: That"s his property
boundary. 1t goes -- I"m not -- you know, 1 know it"s
bounded by Peltier Road and Bender Road and it comes right
down here to about Taddei Road. 1 didn®t know exactly
where it was in along the waterway. Whether it"s along
the bank or whether it"s middle of the river, it's —- 1
don"t have that data.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: All of the 15 acres is within
that red dotted line with the exception of that little
corner up there?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: And this area down here.

SECRETARY DOHERTY: Oh, okay.

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: The existing house is
not within the floodway. It looks like that, you know,

whenever they drew the floodway they probably made sure
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that was an existing house, been around longer. They
probably went around it. And if there“d been a house
here, they may have considered that. But there wasn"t.
They drew the boundary out here. And so it didn"t leave a
lot of property available to place a house. 1 can say
that.

And the area out through here is fairly level.
And you can see that here. You can see that it"s kind of
rising with the -- you know, kind of comes up to here and
then it"s pretty level across this part. But, you know,
it drops off a little bit more this way when you"re
heading to the river. Then of course when you get over
here to the bank it drops off significantly into the
Mokelumne River.

Any other questions?

PRESIDENT CARTER: Any other questions for Mr.
Bradley?

Was it ever a consideration to, instead of asking
for a modification in the designated floodway boundary, to
ask for a variance to build inside the floodway?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: They did. They actually
have a permit -- not a permit. They have an application
before the Board. We"ve had several meetings with them.
And Board staff has been very Tirm in saying they would

not -- they would take a very difficult -- or a very hard
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view of -- or a very strong view of building a house
within the existing floodway. But if they®"re denied here,
I suspect they will proceed with that option.
It was discussed that -- | said, "You do have
reasons that you could present for modifying the

boundary," even though staff will not recommend it and
that they could take that option. If you do modify the
boundary, then they would not need a variance and actually
do not need a permit to build the house. It would be
outside the Board"s designated floodway .

BOARD MEMBER RIE: Can they get an encroachment
permit to build within the floodway?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: That"s what 1*m saying.
You have -- they"ve applied for -- they have an
application. They decided they"d try to ask for a
modification to the floodway boundary first before they"d
proceeded with that, because staff takes a pretty strong
view of not building residences within a floodway. That"s
the reason that -- the designated floodway there is to
keep urban -- residential development out of it, It"s main
historic flow patterns. And this has been an area where
we get a lot of requests for this kind of thing, and staff
has always denied it.

PRESIDENT CARTER: 1Is this an area where FEMA

is -- FEMA"s doing a lot of remapping. |Is this an area

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

100
where they are considering remapping their line?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: 1 mean I don"t know.

You could ask Ricardo Pineda when he"s here this
afternoon, you know. But --

PRESIDENT CARTER: Actually Ricardo®s here?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: Ricardo"s here, yeah.
And he may know. I don"t know iIf FEMA®s remapping
everything.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay.

MR. PINEDA: Good afternoon, President Carter and
members of the Board. My name is, for the record, Ricardo
Pineda, Chief of the Floodplain Management Branch. We
were making a presentation on floodplain mapping and levee
certification at the California State Association of
Counties”™ meeting at 11th and K. So that®"s why I"m late
for coming to the meeting.

The question is: Is FEMA remapping this area?
FEMA is modernizing the maps throughout the nation,
including this area. But they“re essentially just doing a
digital GIS conversion of the maps. So they"re not doing
a new engineering analysis.

I don"t have all the background on this, but the
question -- 1 think one of the questions, and maybe
Steve®s already covered it: |Is this area map into the

FEMA 100-year floodplain or is it mapped out of the FEMA
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100-year floodplain? And how does the FEMA 100-year
floodplain map compare to our designated floodway map?

And usually in my experience with the Board when I was in
Steve"s position, we confined the FEMA Flood Information
Studies, those are called the FIS, which is the technical
backup to how they developed the boundaries. And usually
there is more engineering data in those reports than the
engineering data that the designated floodways were -- on
which the designated floodways were developed. So | think
comparing the two maps would be a very good thing. And if
it falls outside of the FEMA floodplain map, the existing
one that"s being converted to digital GIS format, then
there"s room for discussion. Or at least that"s how we
would do -- that"s how I took care of it when I was in
Steve"s position. We kind of compared the two, where is
it the engineering data supports the best, most accurate
line?

PRESIDENT CARTER: Thank you.

Mr. Bradley, go ahead -- or, Mr. Hodgkins, do you
have a question for Mr. Bradley?

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Steve, do you or
Ricardo know what the "86 and "97 flows were at any point
in Mokelumne upstream of here or at this location?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: 1 actually don"t. And

1"ve never worked that much on the Mokelumne River. 1 did
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a lot of flood hydrology, but never worked much on the
east side streams, which are the Calaveras and Cosumnes
and Mokelumne. 1 don"t really know what that flow was.

VICE-PRESIDENT HODGKINS: Okay. Thank you.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. So, Mr. Bradley, do you
have more?

CHIEF ENGINEER BRADLEY: 1 do not. 1 was going
to turn it over to the applicant to make his presentation.

PRESIDENT CARTER: Okay. Very good.

MR. PETERSON: Good afternoon, Mr. President,
Board members. My name is Dave Peterson. [I1"m a licensed
civil engineer in California. 1°ve been hired by Dr. West
and his wife to address this issue on their behalf. They
are in the audience today to hear this issue.

We prepared a little presentation here.

(Thereupon an overhead presentation was

Presented as follows.)

MR. PETERSON: All right. This is, | guess --
this item for your consideration today is to adjust the
floodway boundary line. We did look at the encroachment
permit In advance. But when it looked like that was not
going to meet staff"s approval, we decided to switch.
Really what needs to be done from a technical standpoint,
this makes a lot more sense anyway .

--000--
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MR. PETERSON: Before you -- Dr. Steve West
wishes to construct a new home on his 15-acre property
along the Mokelumne river. This is near Acampo,
California. The site is within the designated floodway.

The Rec Board designated floodway and FEMA
floodplain boundaries do differ. FEMA is a newer and more
detailed estimate. And the request today is conform your
designated floodway to the FEMA floodplain only across his
property.

--000--

MR. PETERSON: Site characteristics. There is
no -- this is off along the right bank of the stream
looking downstream. There is no levee along that bank.

The right bank is higher than the left bank. The overbank

is very flat, even beyond Bender Road. 1°Il show you some
photographs.
There"s no confinement of the over -- of the

overbank system.

The house would be located outside of the FEMA
100-year floodplain, and yet would be elevated above the
500-year floodplain.

--000--

MR. PETERSON: So this is a single-family house

planted fairly centrally along the property.

This map shows the general site. It shows the
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topographic features on there in white. Elevation 35 and
then it drops off toward the river in this location.

IT you look on this map, kind of the historic
floodway boundary, you can see down here the shadow
portion. It looks like, you know, historically there"s a
corridor that follows about the line that my pointer®s
making, like this, and then along the left bank down over
here. So generally a floodway along that line would make
a certain amount of sense.

--000--

MR. PETERSON: 1711 build this thing here. The
designated floodway as it stands today has bulge across
this property. It goes around his existing residence and
then bulges out to Bender Road and then across. And so,
when you look at the FEMA maps, they were calculated, as
Ricardo said, using more recent and better data. They
pulled that line in substantially moving downstream.

Incidentally, the flood goes from the bottom of
the photograph to the t